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The Relationship of Goal Setting, Extrinsic Motivation, and 
Performance Outcome to Expectancies, Causal Attributions, 
and Goal Acceptance and Commitment
Locke’s (1968) theory of goal setting stipulates that specific, hard 
goals, if accepted, lead to better performance than do less difficult 
goals. Locke suggests that conscious intentions are the underlying 
determinants of performance. However, Locke was more concerned with 
testing the results of these conscious intentions (goals) than with 
understanding the cognitions and motivation behind them. While some 
research has begun to consider the motivational components of goal 
setting (e.g., Terborg, 1976) very little attention has been given to 
the factors which determine goal acceptance.
Recently, Mento, Cartledge, and Locke (1980) have suggested that 
Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy (VIE) theory may provide a suitable 
method for predicting goal acceptance. While this theory may provide a 
means for predicting goal acceptance, it does not seem capable of fully 
explaining the phenomenon. The purpose of this study is to integrate 
research on cognitive evaluation theory (Deci, 1975) and on causal 
attributions (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, § Rosenbaum, 1971), 
which suggests that attributions to locus of causality may have signifi­
cant effects on levels of motivation for performing a task, with VIE 
theory in order to better understand the cognitive processes of goal 




The general theory. Locke (1968) proposed a model of goal setting 
which hypothesized a causal chain of events consisting of: environ­
mental events -> cognitions -> evaluations intentions (goal setting) ** 
performance. The major assumptions underlying his theory are that:
1) hard goals, if accepted, produce a higher level of performance than 
do easy goals, 2) specific hard goals produce a higher level of output 
than general goals, and 3) behavioral intentions (goals) regulate choice 
behavior. He also proposed that the effects of incentives such as 
money, time limits, knowledge of results, participation, competition, 
and praise are mediated by goals. That\is, incentives affect perform­
ance only through their effect on goals or intentions. A goal is 
defined (by Locke) as what the individual is consciously attempting to do 
Locke (1968) cited numerous laboratory studies which support his 
major contentions. Reviews of laboratory and field research by Latham 
and Yukl (1975), and Steers and Porter (1974) have concluded that there 
is strong support for Locke's propositions that specific hard goals, if 
accepted, lead to higher performance than do easy or general goals. 
However, these reviews indicated that with the addition of many uncon­
trolled variables in field studies, the support was not always as strong 
as in the laboratory studies. One possible reason for this may be that « 
the level or amount of goal acceptance may be different in the field 
studies. Latham and Yukl (1975) suggest that, "the great deficiency of 
Locke's (1968) theory is the failure to specify the determinants of goal 
acceptance and goal commitment" (p. 841).
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The importance of goal acceptance in a goal setting theory is very 
explicit. Locke (1968) pointed out that, in addition to setting a goal 
or giving a specific order, one must know whether the individual under­
stood it, how he evaluated it, and what he decided to do about it, before 
its effects on behavior can be predicted. Locke (1968) stated that:
The subject's degree of commitment to his goal may play an 
important role in determining how easily he will give up in 
the face of difficulty, how likely he will be to "goof off" 
when not being pressured from the outside, how likely he 
will be to abandon hard goals, and how prone he will be to 
"leave the field" (i.e., job) in the face of stress. (p. 186)
Steers and Porter (1974) suggest that, "goal acceptance represents 
the degree to which a subject agrees with and accepts his task goals in 
preference to other potential goals" (p. 452). Thus, goal acceptance 
can be thought of as the congruence between assigned (or participatively 
set) task goals and individual aspiration levels relative to these goals. 
Steers and Porter (1974) suggested that if motivation to perform is 
largely a function of aspiration level, then the acceptance of a specific 
goal may be a more accurate predictor of performance than simple goal 
setting. For example, Locke, Bryan, and Kendall (1968) had to reclassify 
subjects according to their personal goals, rather than by their 
assigned goal, before they found a clear relationship between goals 
and performance.
In an attempt to identify the specific factors involved in formal­
ized goal-setting programs, Steers and Porter (1974) reviewed research 
relating to six factor-analytically derived attributes of employees'
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task goals. These included: 1) goal specificity, 2) participation in
goal setting, 3) feedback, 4) peer competition, 5) goal difficulty, and 
6) goal acceptance. They found that goal specificity and goal acceptance 
were most consistently related to performance. Further, when level of 
aspiration disagreed with assigned goals, lower levels of goal acceptance 
were found. Also, Stedry (1960) found in a series of laboratory experi­
ments that subjects tend to reject externally assigned goals when they 
are issued after subjects have determined their own aspiration level.
Goal acceptance and participation. One of the variables which has 
been hypothesized to increase goal acceptance is that of participation 
by the subject or employee in the goal setting procedure. The advantages 
of participation in organizational decision making have been suggested 
over the last twenty years as a means of increasing organizational 
efficiency, goal attainment, and job satisfaction (Likert, 1961;
McGregor, 1957). / .
Early research on this topic has not provided any clear conclusions 
as to the effects of participation. Steers and Porter (1974) pointed 
out that studies by Meyer, Kay, and French (1965), and Carroll and Tosi 
(1970) found little or no increase in goal attainment or improvement in 
supervisor-employee relations as a function of participation in goal 
setting. Other studies, however, such as Lawler and Hackman (1969) 
found the degree of participation in goal setting to be more effective 
than the act of having a goal set. Steers and Porter (1974) concluded 
that situational and personality factors must be considered when deter­
mining the effects of participation on performance.
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More recent research has delineated the effects of participation 
in goal setting on performance more clearly. Latham and Yukl (1975) 
conducted a field experiment on educated and uneducated logging crews. 
They found that, for the uneducated crews, the average goal level was 
significantly higher in the participative condition than in the assigned 
goal condition (accounting for part of the increase in performance).
They also found higher goal attainment, despite the more difficult 
goals, in the participative condition. Thus, they suggested that goal 
acceptance was increased by participation. However, the educated log­
ging crews were not affected by assigned or participatively set goals.
Similarly, Latham, Mitchell, and Dossett (1978) found no difference 
in performance between participative and assigned goal setting groups.
In this study engineers and scientists either participated in the setting 
of, or were assigned, specific behavioral goals during their performance 
appraisals. Again, they found that participative goal setting led to 
higher goals being set than were assigned. They also suggested that 
participation may increase understanding of the goal.
Finally, Dossett, Latham, and Mitchell (1979), using female clerical 
personnel on a clerical test, held goal difficulty constant between 
participative and assigned goal conditions. They found that assigned 
goals were attained significantly more often. In the second of two 
studies reported, performance was significantly greater for assigned 
goals and these goals were attained significantly more often.
Despite these findings, the basic premise behind participative goal 
setting versus assigned goal setting is that, as Locke (1968) hypoth­
esized, participation may lead to greater goal acceptance than assigning
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the goal. This, as previously stated, has been suggested by Latham and 
Yukl (1975). It is not difficult to understand how ego involvement 
should increase the acceptance of goals and the motivation to attain 
them under participative conditions. "It is intuitively reasonable to 
suppose that pride in accomplishment is contingent upon the extent to 
which one perceives himself responsible for attaining an achievement- 
related goal" (Weiner et al., 1971, p. 104). Likewise, it has been 
suggested (Cummings § Schwab, 1973) that self-set goals may influence 
the level of motivation or aspiration level by affording people with 
high levels of self-esteem and need for Achievement the opportunity to 
increase their achievements.
Theoretically, then, to maximize the extent to which one perceives 
himself responsible for, and feels pride in the accomplishment of attain 
ing a goal, a specific self-set goal should be set. Mitchell (1973) 
also reasoned that "the more control an individual has over his behavior 
the higher the correlation between predicted effort and observed effort" 
(p. 616). Thus, a self-set goal should maximize the correlation between 
the performance goal (predicted effort) and actual performance effort.
Y Similarly, Vroom (1964) has suggested that participation may be an 
intervening variable in the goal setting process which increases the 
expectancy of success. He found evidence of performance increases in 
individuals when they had a greater degree of influence in decisions 
affecting their jobs. Vroom concluded that the increase in ego involve­
ment resulting from the participation probably accounted for at least 
part of this increase. Likewise, Mitchell (1973) suggested four ways in 
which participation can increase motivation in light of expectancy
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theory (this will be discussed more fully in the section, "Expectancy 
Theory"). Thus, one purpose of this study was to examine the effects a 
specific self-set goal versus an assigned goal on the level of goal 
acceptance.
Expectancy Theory
The general theory. Only one cognitive theory of motivation has 
been analyzed in terms of explaining the psychological processes involved 
in goal setting and how these processes affect motivation to perform.
This theory is expectancy theory, also called expectancy-valence theory, 
or valence-instrumentality-expectancy theory. This theory began with 
Tolman (1932) who argued for a cognitively-oriented approach to behavior. 
He proposed motivation to be determined by expectancy and demand. Lewin 
(1935) similarly talked of expectancy and potency. Vroom (1964) was the 
first to use expectancy theory specifically to deal with motivation in 
the work environment. Porter and Lawler (1968) and Lawler (1973), as 
well as others, have subsequently modified Vroom's (1964) theory. Like 
goal-setting theory, expectancy theory is a cognitive, process theory of 
motivation. Vroom (1964) conceives of the force on a person to choose a 
certain effort level as a function of expectancy, or belief that a 
certain action will result in a particular outcome, and valence, or the 
perceived value of the outcome resulting from the action. Thus, Vroom 
views expectancy as a response-outcome association, and valence as the 
(perceived) affective orientation toward that outcome.
Theoretically, according to Vroom (1964) expectancies can be 
described in terms of their strength, so that the subjective certainty 
that the act will be followed by the outcome can range from 0 (not likely
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at all) to 1 (very likely). Valence can vary from "+1" to "-1." A 
positive outcome is one which a person prefers attaining to not attaining 
and a negative outcome is one which a person prefers not to attain.
'X Subsequently, (Lawler, 1973) the general concept of expectancy has 
been divided into E -*• P expectancy, (the expectancy that effort will lead 
to performance) and P 0 expectancy, (the expectancy that a certain 
level of performance will lead to a certain outcome), also called 
instrumentality. Thus, the force on a person to make a certain effort 
is a monotonically increasing function of the algebraic sum of the 
products of the valence and expectancies of different performance levels 
and different outcomes.
Goal setting and expectancy theory. Recent attempts to integrate 
goal setting and expectancy theory have been made by Campbell, Dunnette, 
Lawler, and Weick (1970); Dachler and Mobley (1973); and Mento, Cartledge, 
and Locke (1980). Attempting to explain how, and to what extent, task- 
goal attributes affect performance, Steers and Porter (1974) suggest that 
they do so by affecting attributions of expectancies and valences. They 
suggest that having a specific goal should clarify what is expected of 
an employee on a job. This, then, could lead to an increase in effort, 
as specification of the manner in which effort leads to performance could 
increase the expectancy of effort leading to performance. Second, they 
considered the effects that participation in goal setting could have.
They hypothesized that participation may increase ego involvement in the 
outcome of the goals and thereby increase the valence of goal attainment. 
They propose that these effects could be mediated by personality traits 
of the individual. Pritchard and Curtis (1973) proposed that expectancy/
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valence models would predict greater effort when difficult goals were 
present (provided the attainment of the goal is a valued outcome), as 
the former should have greater valence.
^  Mitchell (1973) has made four points concerning participation in 
goal setting and expectancy theory. First, he pointed out that, through 
participation, the individual should better know which behaviors are 
most likely to be rewarded and which are not, so that the effort- 
performance relationship should be clearer and greater in magnitude.
Since the higher the expectancy the more likely the predicted perform­
ance, clearer contingencies should lead to greater effort. Second, 
through participation, employees may be able to influence work standards, 
conditions and reward structures. Since they should ascribe high 
valences to the outcomes that are contingent on their effort, they 
should be better able to choose rewards they value highly. Third, 
Mitchell (1973) points out that, based on the group dynamics literature, 
communication and cohesiveness from participation can increase the 
strength of group norms regarding the execution of decisions. Expectancy 
theory agrees with this by viewing the meeting of other’s expectations 
as an outcome. Fourth, participation increases the amount of control 
that one has over one’s own behavior so that an individual should be 
better able to choose the level of effort which he believes will maximize 
the receipt of valued outcomes.
Dachler and Mobley (1973) used an instrumentality-expectancy-task 
goal model to test, among other things, whether stated goals are 
predictive of actual work performance, and whether level of performance 
within maximum expected utility (VIE theory) is predictive of both actual
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performance and stated task goals. The study was conducted in two 
organizations. One plant consisted of 450 employees (mostly women) 
working on piece-rate sewing jobs. The second plant consisted of 800 
employees (predominantly male) working on various production jobs.
For the plant consisting of sewing workers, these investigators found 
that the level of performance with maximum expected utility was sig­
nificantly related to stated goals. This finding suggested that the 
concept of expectancy is an important contributor to the prediction of 
task goals. However, the same relationship in the plant with production 
workers was substantially smaller. Dachler and Mobley concluded that 
these results generally failed to support the predictions of their model. 
While there are several possible explanations for their results, the 
study did demonstrate a positive relationship between expectancy-valence 
theory predictions of task effort and task goal-acceptance.
In a laboratory study using a perceptual speed task, Mento et al. 
(1980) manipulated three levels of task difficulty and three levels of 
valence (monetary incentives). They measured subjective goal difficulty, 
probability of success (expectancy), monetary goal utility (valence), 
total goal utility (valence), goal acceptance, and a personal goal using 
a questionnaire. They found that goal difficulty was positively and 
linearly related to effort and performance. Expectancy and valence 
affected the probability of acceptance of an assigned goal, although it 
had no effect on effort or performance. It was concluded that these 
results allowed for a partial integration of goal theory and expectancy . 
theory, similar to the findings of Dachler and Mobley (1973).
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According to expectancy theory, then, if goal attainment is seen 
as probable (high expectancy) and if subsequent outcomes are highly 
valued (positive valence), then a task goal should be accepted and there 
should be motivation to work toward the goal. Thus, in the present 
study it was predicted that goal acceptance will increase as expectancy 
and valence of success increase.
However, Mento et al. (1980) did not find a relationship between 
goal acceptance and performance level. One reason why this goal- 
acceptance/performance level relationship is not clear may be that there 
is more than one level or form of goal acceptance involved. Attempting
to explain why goal acceptance did not moderate the goal difficulty
performance relationship, Yukl and Latham (1978) proposed: 
that goal acceptance is a dichotomous variable (accept 
versus reject) rather than a continuous variable, and not 
enough variability (i.e., rejection) occurred in our sample 
to detect any influence of the goal acceptance variable.
(p. 321)
However, the important factor in relating acceptance to performance 
may be the qualitative amount or degree of goal acceptance. Along these 
lines Cooper (1973) stated:
Goal-content motivation is often referred to as extrinsic 
motivation, that is, one performs the task for some reason
external to the task itself. But the content of a goal may
also cover intrinsic motivation if one likes working on the 
task for its own sake. (p. 399)
^  He also suggested that while a specific goal may be generated by external
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sources, goals perceived as challenging may energize self-concept 
motivation within the individual. Thus, to understand the motivation 
behind the degree or form of goal acceptance one must consider the 
source (internal versus external) of motivation for the goal attainment. 
Cognitive evaluation theory deals explicitly with these issues.
Cognitive Evaluation Theory
The general theory. Deci (1971, 1972a, 1972b, 1975) developed his 
cognitive evaluation theory to explain the relationship of external 
rewards and intrinsic motivation. Deci's theory is based on the 
theoretical reasoning of DeCharms (1968). He proposed that if a person 
believes himself to be the locus_ oiL cmtsaT-ity- f h i s -  owa-behavior *__he 
Will be intrinsically motivated. Similarly, when a person perceives the 
locus of causality to be external to himself he will be extrinsically 
motivated.
We are suggesting that the crux of the distinction between 
extrinsic and intrinsic motivation may lie in the knowledge 
or feeling of personal causation. The satisfaction deriving 
from the experience of personal causation is the satisfaction 
of having accomplished something by individual effort.
(DeCharms, 1968, p. 328)
Thus, he predicts that the addition of extrinsic rewards may reduce 
motivation to perform a task when it has been undertaken for the purpose 
of demonstrating personal causation.
Deci’s (1975) Cognitive Evaluation Theory predictions are based on 
three major propositions concerning the process by which intrinsic 
motivation can be effected. The first states that a change in perceived
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locus of causality from internal to external will cause a decrement in 
intrinsic motivation, and that this will occur when someone receives 
extrinsic rewards for intrinsically motivated activities. The second 
proposition states that if feelings of competence and self determination 
are increased, level of intrinsic motivation will increase and, con­
versely, if feelings of competence and self determination are decreased, 
intrinsic motivation will decline. The third proposition states that 
every reward has a controlling aspect and an informational aspect which 
provides competence and self-determination information; the relative 
salience of these aspects is crucial. If the controlling aspect is more 
salient locus of control will be perceived as external, while perceived 
locus of control will be internal if the information aspect is more 
salient. The informational aspect can be either positive or negative, 
and will, thusly, lead to either increases or decreases in feelings of 
competence and self determination.
These propositions lead to specific hypotheses concerning them.
Most of the research by Deci, and subsequently by other authors, has 
tested these hypotheses. Many studies have contrasted contingent rewards 
(usually pay) versus non-contingent rewards or no rewards and have found 
support for the hypothesis that a contingent extrinsic reward for an 
intrinsically motivated activity will increase the salience of the 
controlling aspect, thereby decreasing intrinsic motivation with the 
change to perceived external locus of causality (Deci, 1972a, 1972b;
Green § Lepper, 1974; Pritchard, Campbell, § Campbell, 1977; Pinder,
1976). Similarly, some studies have supported Deci by considering the 
effects of other external controlling factors. For instance, Mossholder
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(1980) used an externally assigned goal as a controlling factor,
Amabile, DeJong, and Lepper (1976) imposed deadlines on subjects to 
lower intrinsic motivation, and Lepper and Greene (1975) observed 
children playing under conditions of close surveillance and found less 
intrinsic motivation as a result.
Other research has tested the hypothesized effects of positive or 
negative feedback which should be more salient in the informational 
aspect and should act to increase or decrease feelings of competence and 
self-determination. Positive feedback should increase intrinsic motiva­
tion while negative feedback should decrease intrinsic motivation. 
Support for this proposition has been found in studies by Deci (1971, 
1972a), Deci, Cascio, and Krusell (1973), and Phillips and Lord (1980).
There have been a few studies criticizing Deci’s methodology 
(Calder § Staw, 1975; Feingold § Mahoney, 1975; Scott, 1975), although 
these were based on relatively trivial points. Also, Deci (1975, 1976) 
either corrected for these flaws or refuted the claims. However, a 
number of studies have found nonsupportive results (Farr, 1976; Feingold 
8f Mahoney, 1975; Hammer § Foster, 1975). Farr, Vance, and McIntyre
(1977) have suggested investigation of variables which may moderate the 
relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards; this suggestion 
may prove useful in explaining the discrepant results.
Probably the most deleterious evidence to cognitive evaluation 
theory is that presented by Farr, Vance, and McIntyre (1977). They 
observed that the free time data were typically bimodal and, therefore, 
analysis of such data using parametric statistics is inappropriate. 
However, when they reanalyzed data from three of Deci’s studies using
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non-parametric statistics, the results were nonsignificant for only one 
study (Deci, 1972a). Furthermore, Farr et al. (1977) did not find dif­
ferences between reward contingency and reward magnitude on a behavioral 
measure of intrinsic motivation. They did, however, find differences 
on attitudinal measures of intrinsic motivation.
Goal Setting and Cognitive Evaluation Theory. Mossholder (1980) 
tested the effects of externally mediated goal setting on intrinsic 
motivation. He pointed out that performance pressures and constraints 
which have accompanied externally mediated goal setting (Umstot, Bell,
§ Mitchell, 1976) may be perceived as a controlling force rather than a 
motivational source. Thus, he reasoned that intrinsic motivation should 
decrease as a result. However, other research has also indicated 
intrinsic motivation may increase under goal-setting conditions (Carroll 
£ Tosi, 1970; Umstot et al., 1976). He reasoned though, that this may 
be the result of differences in the interest and challenge of different 
types of tasks. If the goals increase the challenge of the task they 
may instill intrinsic motivation. Indeed, Locke and Bryan (1967) found 
that assigning goals for boring tasks decreased perceived boredom of 
performing the task.
Thus, Mossholder designed a study with four conditions as follows:
1) high interest task/goals set; 2) low interest task/goals set; 3) high 
interest task/no goals; and 4) low interest task/no goals. He predicted 
an interaction effect such that subjects in the high interest task with 
no goals would be more intrinsically motivated than those with the same 
task plus goals, while those in the low interest task without goals would 
have less intrinsic motivation than those working on the task with goals.
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Mossholder used an erector set assembly task (varying the assembly 
complexity) for both tasks and used a behavioral (persistence in task 
construction after the official time had ended) measure and an attitudinal 
measure of intrinsic motivation. The attitudes were assessed by two 
questions using 7-point, Likert-type scales which asked about the 
interest and challenge of the task.
The results strongly supported Mossholder*s (1980) hypotheses. Both 
the behavioral and attitudinal measures supported the hypothesis that 
specific difficult goals on an intrinsic task will reduce subsequent 
intrinsic motivation on the task. However, only attitudinal measures 
indicated that assigned,'specific, difficult goals on a boring task will 
increase intrinsic motivation for the task.
Thus, it seems relatively clear from this research that goals may 
influence attributions to locus of causality and that these have definite 
effects on one’s level of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. It also 
appears that, as DeCharms (1968) and Deci (1975) suggest, intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation do not produce effects upon an individual's total 
motivation level. Deci (1975) has shown that, at least in many situ­
ations, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation interact with one another. 
Hence, these two factors should influence an individual's desire to 
accept a performance goal. More specifically, if a goal is perceived to 
be externally mediated a person should feel extrinsically motivated, 
while if it is perceived to be intrinsically mediated or determined the 
person should be intrinsically motivated to work for that goal's attain­
ment. As intrinsic motivation implies (DeCharms, 1968) one will feel 
motivated from the satisfaction of accomplishing a personally caused act
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through individual effort, or by successfully achieving a challenging 
goal as Cooper (1973) suggests.
This has implications for goal setting as a model of motivation, 
and should be particularly useful when applying it to organizational 
settings. For instance, it could only be in an organization’s own 
interests to provide employees with goals which they find to be intrin­
sically motivating if it means that the employees will work for the 
organization’s goals as they would their own.
Just as intrinsic motivation is often measured by subjects' per­
sistence at the task after the experimental procedures are completed, 
externally motivated tasks are discontinued as soon as the external 
controls are removed. Thus, when intrinsically motivated by a task or 
task goal, a person should demonstrate persistence and commitment to 
this goal. Conversely, a person motivated by external goals may either 
reject the goal or may generate effort toward the goal while the external 
controls are present, but will not be committed to the goal and will 
cease any attempt to attain the goal once the external controls are 
removed.
One way to distinguish between goal acceptance and commitment then, 
is to observe that when a person is committed to a goal he will express 
a desire to meet the goal when there are no or few external pressures to 
do so and that this desire will not be present when a goal is merely 
accepted.
Furthermore, the greater the level of intrinsic motivation the 
greater the degree of commitment to that goal should be. With this view, 
goal commitment should relate to actual performance level, while goal
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acceptance would only relate to a general distinction between those who 
accept or reject the goal as an intended performance level. These 
predictions can be viewed to agree theoretically with Yukl and Latham's
(1978) suggestion that goal acceptance is a dichotomous variable, 
between acceptance and rejection, and may, therefore, not be sensitive 
to performance differences.
Thus, in line with expectancy theory, it was predicted in the present 
study that goal acceptance will increase as the expectancy, instrumental­
ity, and valence of each external outcome increases, while goal commit­
ment should not be significantly correlated with these. Similarly, it 
was predicted that both goal acceptance and goal commitment will increase 
as the expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of each intrinsic out­
come increases.
Causal Attribution Theory
Causal attribution research along the lines of Weiner et al. (1971) 
and others specifies factors leading to internal and external attribu­
tions of locus of causality. Weiner et al)'s (1971) original formulation 
of their model of achievement motivation made three assumptions. First, 
they suggested that people attribute causes of success and failure to a 
two dimensional taxonomy, which includes the dimension of locus of 
control and stability. Weiner et al. (1971) proposed that ability and 
effort are internal on the locus of control dimension and task difficulty 
and luck are external on this dimension. Also, ability and task dif­




Second, Weiner et al. (1971) suggested, as did Kelly (1967), that 
attributions of success and failure are influenced by informational 
aspects such as past performance and social norms. Lastly, Weiner 
et al. (1971) stated that consequences of success and failure, such as 
expectancy of future success, are determined by the nature of the 
attributional process. Lefcourt, Hogg, Struthers, and Holmes (1975), 
have indicated that when expectancy is high or under conditions of
high confidence, more attributions are made to internal causes than when
expectancy or confidence is low.
Recent research has shown that:
consistent performance is attributed to stable causes (e.g., 
ability or task difficulty), whereas inconsistent perform­
ance is attributed to unstable causes (e.g., luck or effort).
On the other hand, consensus information has been purported 
to influence attributions along the locus of control 
dimension. A common performance leads to external attri­
butions (e.g., task difficulty), and a unique performance
leads to internal attributions (e.g., ability or effort).
(Meyer, 1980, p. 705)
Lou and Russell (1980) analyzed the content of newspaper accounts 
of baseball and football players, coaches, and sports writers. The data 
supported the tendency for individuals to make external attributions for 
failure. They also found that when ego involvement is higher, there are 
more internal attributions for success and less external attributions 
for failure, than when ego involvement is lower. This was determined 
by comparing the attributions of players and coaches (high ego involvement)
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
21
versus sportswriters (low ego involvement). Both of these findings have 
also been found in studies of hedonic bias by Miller and Norman (1975) 
and Snyder^ Stephan, and Rosenfield (1976).
With the exception of the Lou and Russell (1980) study, success and 
failure were manipulated, often employing tasks which consisted of solv­
ing anagrams. However, consideration of the internal motivation of the 
task has never been examined in these studies. Similarly, most research 
on intrinsic motivation has neglected to adequately control for the 
impact of success and failure, even though these were included in Deci’s 
(1975) theory. This effect has been demonstrated in only one study 
(Deci, Cascio, § Krusell, 1973). In this study a decrease in intrinsic 
motivation was associated with an increase in failure as had been 
predicted. The authors suggested that .this was due to the information 
indicating failure, consequently lowering the subjects’ perceptions of 
self-competency. However, this effect could just as well have been the 
result of external attributions of causality being made because of the 
failure. This shift in locus of causality would reduce intrinsic 
motivation as Deci et al. (1973) found, but failed to control for. The 
present study is designed to demonstrate whether this shift in locus of 
control occurs.
In sum, attribution theory predicts that when ego involvement and 
expectancies are high after successful task-goal completion, an individual 
should make the greatest internal attributions of causality, and should, 
therefore, show the greatest intrinsic motivation. Conversely, when ego 
involvement and expectancies are low after unsuccessful task-goal 
completion, the greatest external attributions of causality should be
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made and, consequently, the lowest amount of intrinsic motivation 
should be present.
To reiterate, the purpose of this paper was to integrate research 
on locus of causality, causal attributions, and VIE theory to manipulate, 
predict, and distinguish between goal acceptance and goal commitment. 
Thus, the first four hypotheses relate to how the manipulations should 
affect the dependent variables (acceptance, commitment, intrinsic 
motivation, and causal attributions). The fifth and sixth hypotheses 
relate to how the manipulations should affect subjects’ subjective 
feelings of expectancy and valence, and the last two hypotheses relate 
to how the dependent variables should (theoretically) correlate with 
valences, instrumentalities, and expectancies (VIEs).
Statement of Hypotheses
1. Deci (1975) showed that extrinsic sources of motivation may 
reduce intrinsic motivation by shifting one's locus of causality from 
internal to external, and Cooper (1973) suggested that goals may provide 
"self-concept” motivation from within the individual (i.e., intrinsic 
motivation). Hence, it was hypothesized that goal acceptance and 
external attributions will be higher when an extrinsic incentive is 
contingent rather than noncontingent, and goal commitment, intrinsic 
motivation, and internal attributions will be lower when an extrinsic 
incentive is contingent rather than noncontingent.
2. Expectancy theory predicts that motivation will be high when 
expectancies are high, and attribution theory has shown that more 
internal attributions are made after success than after failure. Also, 
cognitive evaluation theory predicts success to increase perceptions of
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self-competence and, thereby, increase intrinsic motivation. Thus, it 
was hypothesized that goal acceptance, goal commitment, internal 
attributions, and intrinsic motivation will be rated higher after suc­
cess than after failure (assuming that greater motivation will lead to 
greater goal acceptance and commitment).
3. Mitchell (1973) suggested that the more control a person has 
over his own behavior (in setting a goal) the closer his behavior should 
resemble that goal. Also, Lou and Russell (1980) found that when ego 
involvement is high, there are more internal attributions for success 
and fewer for failure, than when ego involvement is low. Therefore, it 
was hypothesized that goal acceptance, goal commitment, internal 
attributions, and intrinsic motivation would be higher when goals were 
self-set rather than assigned.
4. Following from these hypotheses it was predicted that, on the 
posttask questionnaire, the low extrinsic incentive, self-set, success 
condition should yield the greatest intrinsic motivation, internal 
attributions, goal acceptance, and goal commitment, while the high 
extrinsic incentive, assigned, failure condition should yield the lowest 
intrinsic motivation, internal attributions, goal acceptance and 
commitment.
5. Weiner et al. (1971) suggested that success at a task will 
increase expectancy of future success for that task, and Vroom (1964) 
suggested that participation may increase expectancy of success. Based 
on these studies and on logical reasoning, it was hypothesized that 
posttask expectancies will be greater after success than after failure,
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and that pre- and posttask expectancies will be higher for self-set 
goals than for assigned goals.
6. Mossholder (1980) found that assigning goals to an intrinsically 
motivating task decreased intrinsic motivation, and Steers and Porter 
(1974) proposed that participation may increase ego involvement in the 
outcome of the goal and thereby increase valence of the goal's attainment. 
Thereby, it was hypothesized that the valence of intrinsic outcomes 
should be greater for self-set goals than for assigned goals.
7. Mossholder (1980) found that assigning goals to an intrinsic 
task lowered intrinsic motivation for the task. This suggests that 
subjects made more external attributions of causality as a result of 
the goal setting. Mento et al. (1980) found that expectancy and valence 
affected the probability of acceptance of an assigned goal. Consequently, 
it was predicted that external attributions and goal acceptance would 
increase as expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of extrinsic out­
comes increases.
8. Lefcourt et al. (1975) showed that more internal causal attri­
butions are made when expectancy is high, while cognitive evaluation 
theory suggests that internal attributions of causality facilitate 
intrinsic motivation. Since, Mento et al. (1980) have demonstrated that 
expectancy and valence are related to goal acceptance, it was hypothesized 
that goal acceptance, goal commitment, internal attributions, and intrin­
sic motivation will increase as expectancy, instrumentality, and valence 





Eighty male volunteers were recruited from undergraduate psychology 
courses at the University of Nebraska at Omaha. All subjects received 
extra credit in their respective courses for their participation. Only 
males were used (McGlone § Kertesz, 1973), because they have been shown, 
in general, to be more proficient than females at spatial relation tasks. 
Thus, males are more likely than females to find the task in this 
experiment to be interesting. Also, most research dealing with causal 
attributions has used males, and there is evidence that females make 
different causal attributions than do males in the same situations 
(Deci, Cascio, § Krusell, 1973; Horner, cited in Worchel § Cooper, 1976). 
Task
The task was to solve puzzles from the Parker Brothers cube puzzle 
game called Soma. The Soma puzzle has seven different pieces, each piece 
consisting of three or four one-inch cubes connected in different ways. 
The task consisted of putting together various configurations using dif­
ferent combinations of the puzzle pieces. Drawings of the configurations 
to be constructed were presented as stimulus materials.
Design and Manipulations
The study was conducted by manipulating extrinsic incentive 
(contingent versus noncontingent), goal setting (assigned versus self­
set), and performance (success versus failure) in a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial 
design. Subjects were also matched for ability between the self-set and 
assigned goal conditions. Matching was made on the basis of time to 
solution on a pretest puzzle. Based on each subject's solution time on
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the pretest puzzle and their goal level (1 to 7 puzzles in 25 minutes), 
appropriate puzzles were chosen for each subject to solve. That is, 
depending on each subject’s pretest time they were given a predetermined 
set of puzzles which were estimated to take them approximately 25 
minutes to solve the number of puzzles equalling their goal.
The first manipulation involved the goal setting procedure.
Subjects were either assigned a specific goal, or were asked to set a 
specific, difficult, but attainable goal on their own (self-set).
Assigned goals were made to match self-set goals to a subject of similar 
ability so as to keep goal difficulty constant between conditions.
The second manipulation involved the type of extrinsic incentive 
(contexin). After subjects set their goal (or were assigned their goal), 
half were told that they would be awarded an additional extra-credit
point for achieving their goal (contingent condition). The other half
were told that they would receive the point regardless of whether they
met the goal or not (noncontingent condition).
The final manipulation involved success versus failure. All 
subjects were given puzzles, selected to give them each approximately a 
fifty percent chance of achieving their goal. All puzzles were pre­
tested as described above to determine their average time to solution, 
to make these selections possible. Thus, approximately half of the 
subjects in each condition were expected to succeed and half to fail. 
Procedure
When subjects arrived at the designated room, they were ushered 
into the experimental room. Subjects were then required to read and 
sign a consent form (which briefly described the experimental procedures)
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before continuing with the experiment.
Following this, subjects were given a pretest puzzle on which to 
work. They were told that the puzzle was about the same level of dif­
ficulty as the others which would be presented, although they might find 
some to be more difficult and others to be less so. Subjects were then 
either assigned a goal or asked to set a specific, difficult but attain­
able goal on their own. Subjects in the self-set condition were asked 
how many puzzles they could solve out of a total of seven. Each subject 
in the assigned-goal condition was assigned goals corresponding to the 
goal of a subject in a previously run self-set goal condition. Subjects 
in the assigned-goal condition were matched to those in the self-set 
goal condition on the basis of similar time to solution on the pretest 
puzzle. Every subject (assigned or self-set) was asked to solve the 
number of puzzles stipulated by his goal within a twenty-five minute 
time period.
Before the task began subjects were given a questionnaire assessing 
their expectancies, instrumentalities, and valences toward internal and 
external outcomes and their attitudes toward goal attainment, goal 
acceptance, goal commitment, and intrinsic motivation. The experimenter 
explained to each subject that he was interested in observing problem 
solving strategies at different performance levels, so the subject was 
videotaped during the entire experimental session. In actuality the 
videotape was used to record work on the task during the free-time 
period (described later). The camera was set up so that only the table 
where the subject worked was seen. Only the subject's hands and arms 
were within the camera's view; thus, subjects should not have felt
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
28
unnecessarily uncomfortable with the camera.
After the experimenter selected the puzzles for the subject and the 
instructions had been explained, the task session was begun. At the end 
of the time alloted for task completion, the experimenter stopped the 
subject and told him whether he had achieved the goal or had failed to 
do so. Next, subjects were told that before the second session began, 
he would need to complete a questionnaire. It was then explained that 
there were different questionnaires and different sets of puzzles for 
the second session, depending on each participant's level of performance 
Subjects were informed that the experimenter must leave the room to 
enter the results from the first session into a computer to determine 
which questionnaire and puzzles to give to the subject in the second 
session, and that this would take about ten minutes. The results were 
not actually entered into a computer, rather this was a means for creat­
ing the free-time period.
Magazines and extra puzzles were left in the room with which the 
subject could occupy his time with while the experimenter was out of the 
room. On leaving the room the experimenter started the videotape 
recorder and ended the free-time period eight minutes after its onset. 
The subject was then given a second (posttask) questionnaire to complete 
After the subject completed the questionnaire, he was asked to set a 
specific, difficult but attainable goal for himself for the second 
session. Subjects were then debriefed and dismissed.
Dependent Variables
Dependent variable measures were assessed by a pretask question­
naire. The pretask questionnaire assessed subject's expectancies,
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instrumentalities, and valences of intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes.
It also measured the level of goal acceptance, goal commitment, and 
intrinsic motivation. Finally, the extrinsic motivation manipulation 
was assessed by examining questions relating to the instrumentality of 
the (manipulated) external outcome or extra-credit point (item 20 in 
Appendix A and item 17 in Appendices B and C).
All questions Were asked in two or three ways, to provide a means 
of assessing reliability of the measures. The expectancy, instrumentality, 
and valence questions requested subjects to estimate the probability or 
importance of each item using a decimal number between zero and one.
The other questions were assessed using 7-point, Likert-type scales.
A behavioral measure of intrinsic motivation was taken during the 
"free-time” period (i.e., via videotape while the experimenter was out 
of the room). This was viewed in the next room during the free-time 
period or after the subject was dismissed so that each subject's actual 
time spent (in seconds) working on the Soma puzzle could be recorded.
Finally, the posttask questionnaire included the identical items 
as the pretask questionnaire (although worked in the past tense). In 
addition, subjects' internal (effort, ability) and external (task dif­
ficulty, luck) causal attributions were assessed by two questions for 
each item in order to index the reliability of these measures. Four 
questions on task interest were also included. Items on causal attribu­
tions and task interest included items assessed on bipolar adjective 
scales, in addition to those assessed on 7-point, Likert-type scales.
The first question on the posttask questionnaire asked subjects (depend­
ing on whether the subject succeeded or failed) to estimate how much
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time they took to achieve the goal (Appendix B), or how much more time 
they would have needed to achieve the goal (Appendix C) . All other 
questions on the two posttask questionnaires were identical.
Results
Scale Development and Reliability
The construct validity of the items employed by this study has been 
demonstrated in previous research, which has shown these measures to be 
affected in predictable ways by experimental treatments. In addition to 
using a theoretical base for constructing the scales, internal consis­
tency of each scale was assessed by computing a Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient. For purposes of the data analysis it was decided that only 
scales which yielded alphas of 0.70 or greater would be used, otherwise 
individual items would be reported. Scale names, their included item 
numbers, and their respective alphas are presented in Table 1 for pre­
task items and in Table 2 for posttask items.
Since items which have high correlations with total scores have 
more variance relating to the common factor, item-total correlations 
were also assessed in forming the scales. Because of the small number 
of items per scale, it was decided to include only items which had item- 
total correlations of .40 or greater. However, all item-total cor­
relations were greater than .45 for the scales with alphas above .70, 
so no additional changes were required.
Items relating to the challenge of the goal (items 1, 13, and 18 
for pretask measures and items 1, 15, 37, 40 for posttask measures) 
which were conceptualized as relating to intrinsic motivation, had poor 





Scale Item Numbers Scale Alpha a
Goal Acceptance 2, 8, 16 0.60
Goal Commitment 3. 4, 5* 7, 10, 17 0.82
Intrinsic Motivation 9, 11 0.75
Expectancies 19, 21, 22 0.70
Extrinsic Instrumentalities 20, 2 3, 26 0.24
Intrinsic Instrumentalities 24, 25 0.53
Extrinsic Valences 28, 30, 31 0.41
Intrinsic Valences 27, 29 0.50
Challenge of the Goal 1, 13, 18 0.08
SiOnly scales with acceptable alpha coefficients (>«?0) are reported in 








Goal Acceptance 2, 8 , 13 0.70
Goal Commitment 3. 5. 7.10, lk 0 .88
Intrinsic Motivation 9, 11. 38, 39 0.89
Expectancies 1 6, 18, 19 0.24
Extrinsic Instrumentalities 1?, 2 0, 23 0.34
Intrinsic Instrumentalities 21, 22 0.41
Extrinsic Valences 25, 2?, 28 0.36
Intrinsic Valences 24, 26 0.45
Challenge of the Goal 1,' 15. 37. 40 0.81
Only scales with acceptable alpha coefficients (> .?0 ) are reported in this 
study. Otherwise, individual item results are reported.
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Rather than dropping these items altogether, separate scales for chal­
lenge of the goal or task were attempted. As can be seen in Table 2, 
only an acceptable posttask scale was formed.
While similar items were assessed on both questionnaires, only the 
pretask items relating to goal acceptance, commitment, expectancy, 
instrumentality, and valence were analyzed for effects of goal setting 
and type of extrinsic incentive as posttask ratings would reflect 
attitude changes not being addressed in this paper. However, posttask 
ratings were used to assess the hypotheses which concern the effects of 
performance outcome. Also, for intrinsic motivation and challenge it 
was felt that posttask ratings would be valid as it would be important 
to experience the task to make accurate ratings of these constructs.
In addition, this makes it possible to compare self-reported and free 
time measures of intrinsic motivation.
Manipulation Checks
r
Manipulation checks were performed for each independent variable. 
The manipulation check for the extrinsic incentive consisted of item 20 
on the pretask questionnaire and item 17 on the posttask questionnaire 
(each assessing to what extent subjects believed the experimenter would 
give them an additional extra-credit point specifically for attaining 
their goal). Two one-way analyses of variance were performed and there 
was a significant main effect for the pretask item, _F (1, 78) = 113.03, 
p < .001, and for the posttask item, _F (1, 78) = 20.34, _£ < .001. Thus, 
the means indicated that subjects who were told that they would receive 
the point for attaining the goal (contingent extrinsic incentive) 
believed the probability of receiving it was 0.76 on the pretask and
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0.94 on the posttask questionnaire, while subjects who were not told 
that they would receive the point for attaining the goal (noncontingent 
extrinsic incentive) believed the probability of receiving it specifi­
cally for attaining the goal was 0.13 on the pretask and 0.19 on the 
posttask questionnaire.
The manipulation check for goal setting consisted of items 12 and 
14 on the pretask questionnaire. These items concerned the extent to 
which subjects felt that they had control over setting their performance 
goal. These items had a correlation of 0.58. Two one-way analyses of 
variance yielded a significant main effect, £  (1, 78) = 34.12, £ <  .001, 
and F_ (1, 78) = 20.01, £  < .001 for items 12 and 14 respectively.
Subjects in the self-set condition felt that they had more control over 
setting their goal, with M = 5.32 (item 12) and 5.72 (item 14), than did 
subjects in the assigned condition (M = 3.10 and 4.00, respectively).
The manipulation check for performance consisted of items A and B 
on the posttask questionnaire. These items assessed the extent to which 
subjects felt that they succeeded at the task (item A) and achieved 
their goal (item B). Their alpha was 0.92 so they were combined into 
a scale. The one-way analysis of variance yielded a significant main 
effect, £  (1, 78) = 129.74, £ < .001. Subjects who successfully attained 
their goal felt that they had succeeded and achieved the goal (M = 6.35) 
to a greater extent than did those who failed to attain their goal 
(M = 2.95).
Results of Manipulations
Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 . Goal acceptance was predicted to be greater 
in the contingent rather than the noncontingent, self-set rather than
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assigned, and the success rather than the failure conditions by the 
first three hypotheses, respectively. Two-way analyses of variance 
(reflecting goal setting and contexin) were performed for each pretask 
dependent variable and three-way analyses of variance (also reflecting 
performance) were performed for each posttask dependent measure.
The pretask goal acceptance scale had an alpha below 0.7 so 
individual items were used for the analysis. Item 2 on goal acceptance 
yielded a significant main effect for goal setting, (1, 76) = 6.85, 
p < .05. Subjects with self-set goals felt greater goal acceptance 
(M - 6.25) than did those with assigned goals (M = 5.57). For item 8 
(goal acceptance) there was a significant main effect for goal setting,
F^ (1, 76) = 8.53, £  < .01. Again, there was greater acceptance for 
self-set goals (M = 6.75) than for assigned goals (M = 6.35). Also, 
for item 16 there was a significant main effect for goal setting,
F^ (1, 76) = 13.95, £  < .001, with greater acceptance for self-set 
(M = 6.42) than for assigned goals (M = 5.45). There were no significant 
main effects for type of extrinsic incentive (contexin) or for a goal 
setting by contexin interaction for any of the items relating to 
goal acceptance.
Posttask goal acceptance was found to be significantly related to 
goal setting, JF (1, 72) = 14.32, £  < .001, and to contexin, F_ (1, 72) = 
5.97, £  < .05. Subjects with self-set goals indicated greater acceptance 
(M •= 6.40), than did subjects with assigned goals (M = 5.74). Also, 
subjects in the noncontingent condition accepted goals more (M = 6.28), 
contrary to predictions, than did subjects in the contingent condition 
(M = 5.86). No interaction effects were found. Thus, there was support
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for the second hypothesis concerning goal setting, although there was 
no support for the hypotheses concerning contexin and performance.
Goal commitment, self-report and free-time intrinsic motivation 
(and challenge), and internal attributions were all predicted to be 
greater in the noncontingent rather than the contingent, self-set rather 
than assigned, and success rather than failure conditions by the first 
three hypotheses, respectively.
Pretask goal commitment was also significantly affected by goal 
setting, JF (1, 76) = 12.63, £  < .001. There was greater goal commitment 
(M - 6.51) with self-set goals than for assigned goals (M = 6.00).
Pretask goal commitment was not affected by type of extrinsic incentive, 
nor was there a significant interaction effect found.
Posttask goal commitment was significantly affected by goal setting, 
F^ (1, 72) = 11.97, £  < .001. Subjects with self-set goals were more 
committed (M = 6.53) than were those with assigned goals (M = 5.97). 
Contexin indicated a trend, (1, 72) = 3.50, £  < .10, with noncontingent 
subjects having more commitment (M = 6.40) than subjects with contingent 
extrinsic motivation (M = 6.10). There were no significant effects for 
performance or for interactions.
Pretask intrinsic motivation was not affected significantly by goal 
setting or by level of contingent extrinsic motivation. There was a 
possible trend for goal setting indicated, however, (1, 76) = 3.63, 
p < .10. Subjects with self-set goals tended to have greater intrinsic 
motivation levels (M = 5.26) than did subjects with assigned goals 
(M = 4.75). No other main or interaction effects were indicated.
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Posttask intrinsic motivation was significantly affected by goal 
setting, F_ (1, 72) = 6.45, £  < .05. Those with self-set goals indicated 
greater intrinsic motivation (M = 5.48) than did those with assigned 
goals (M = 4.86). There were no significant differences for perform­
ance, contexin, or for interactions.
Thus, for goal commitment and intrinsic motivation, the second 
hypothesis concerning goal setting was supported while the hypotheses 
concerning contexin and performance were not.
There were no significant main effects found for the pretask item 
relating to the challenge of the goal, although a similar trend was 
indicated for goal setting as was found with intrinsic motivation. 
However, there was a significant two-way interaction effect found for 
contexin by goal setting, JF (1, 76) = 5.88, £  < .05. This relationship 
is presented in Figure 1. As can be seen in this figure subjects rated 
the goal more challenging when the goal was self-set rather than assigned 
in the noncontingent condition, while the reverse was true for the 
contingent condition. A post hoc Tukey test indicated that a significant 
difference existed only between the contingent, assigned goal condition 
and the contingent, self-set goal condition.
Posttask ratings of the challenge of the goal or task indicated a 
significant main effect for performance, _F (1, 72) = 26.19, £  < .001. 
Subjects who failed indicated that the goal was more challenging 
(M = 5.71) than did those who succeeded at the task (M = 4.63). No 
other main or interaction effects were found.
Thus, for the challenge aspect of intrinsic motivation there was 































Figure 1. Average rating of the challenge of the goal by contingently 




challenge, the second hypothesis concerning performance was significant 
in the opposite direction from that predicted.
The data for the free time measure of intrinsic motivation were 
bimodally distributed (and negatively skewed). Therefore, rather than 
performing an analysis of variance on this data, a nonparametric Mann- 
Whitney U test was performed for each independent variable. There was 
a significant difference found for contexin, U (na = 40, nb = 40) =
565.50, £  < .05. Subjects with the contingent extrinsic incentive 
spent more time with the Soma puzzle (M = 366.75) than did those with 
the noncontingent extrinsic incentive (M = 270.05). No other main 
effects were found.
To investigate possible two-way interaction effects, three Kruskal- 
Wallis one-way analyses of variance were performed. One each was performed 
with cells collapsed together across performance, contexin, and goal 
setting. There was a significant two-way interaction indicated for goal 
setting by contexin, x2 (3) = 12.24, £  < .01. As illustrated in Figure 2, 
a subsequent Mann-Whitney U test indicated that the self-set, non­
contingent condition resulted in significantly less free time with the 
Soma than in the other three conditions Qp < .01).
To look for a possible three-way interaction a Kruskal-Wallis 
analysis was performed on each cell. This test was significant,
X2 (7) = 18.68, £  < .01. The relationship of this interaction is presented 
in Figure 3. As can be seen,, subjects with the contingent incentive 
spent more time with the puzzle than did subjects with the noncontingent 
incentive, £  < .02. The other relationship indicated by the figure is 

















Figure 2. Hie interaction of contexin by goal setting on free time 






























Figure 3. ihe interaction of contexin by goal setting by performance 
on free time spent with the Soma puzzle.
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function of goal setting. That is, it seems those with assigned goals 
spent more time with the puzzle after failure than after success and 
those with self-set goals spent more time with puzzle after success than 
after failure, although these differences were not significant. Also, 
the time spent after success was only slightly different between goal 
setting conditions. The only significant differences indicated by a 
Mann-Whitney U test existed between the noncontingent, failure, assigned 
condition and the contingent, success, assigned condition and those 
above it in Figure 3.
Thus, for the free-time measure of intrinsic motivation there was 
no support for the first three hypotheses. In fact, the first hypothesis 
concerning contexin was significant in the opposite direction from that 
predicted, as there was more free-time spent on the contingent condition.
Internal attributions were predicted to be greater in the non­
contingent rather than the contingent, success rather than failure, and 
the self-set rather than assigned conditions by the first three hypotheses, 
respectively.
Neither internal attributions (effort, ability) formed scales, so 
these items were assessed individually. Item 32 on attributions of 
ability yielded a significant main effect for contexin, £ (1, 72) =
4.35, £  < .05. Subjects with noncontingent motivation made greater 
attribution ratings of ability (M = 5.25) than did those with contingent 
motivation (M = 4.57). Also, for item 33 concerning (posttask) attribu­
tions of ability there was a significant main effect for performance,
.F (1, 72) = 9.51, £  < .01. Subjects who succeeded made more attributions 
to ability (M = 5.10) than did subjects who failed (M = 4.20). Finally,
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item 31 concerning attributions of effort yielded a significant main 
effect for performance, F^ (1, 72) = 10.47, p < .01. Subjects who suc­
ceeded made greater attributions to effort (M = 5.35) than did subjects 
who failed (M = 4.15). Thus, internal attributions provided some sup­
port for the first hypothesis concerning contexin, and for the second 
hypothesis concerning performance.
External attributions were predicted to be greater in the contingent 
rather than the noncontingent, failure rather than success, and the 
assigned rather than the self-set conditions by the first three hypoth­
eses, respectively.
Neither external attributions (luck, goal difficulty) formed 
acceptable scales, so items were assessed individually. Both items 
attributing performance to goal difficulty (item 29 and 35) yielded a 
significant main effect for contexin, JF (1, 72) = 7.57, £  < .05 (item 29), 
and F (1, 72) = 7.74, £  < .05 (item 35). Contrary to predictions, 
subjects in the noncontingent condition gave more attributions to task 
difficulty (M = 5.27 and M = 4.50 for items 29 and 35, respectively), 
than did subjects with contingent motivation (M = 4.17 and 3.10).
Neither question relating performance to attributions of luck 
indicated significant main effects. However, there was a significant 
interaction effect found for contexin by goal setting, F^ (1, 72) = 5.26,
£  < .05 (item 36). Figure 4 indicates the manner in which the variables 
interacted. As one can see in this figure, subjects with noncontingent 
motivation made much greater attributions of luck with assigned goals 
than subjects with contingent motivation and assigned goals, but that 




























Figure 4. Average attributions made to luck by contingently and non-
contingently motivated subjects as a function of goal setting.
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and contingent attributions increased for subjects with self-set goals.
A post hoc Tukey test indicated a significant difference only between 
the assigned, contingent and assigned, noncontingent conditions 
(£ < .05). However, the interaction effect was probably a result of 
the difference between the assigned, contingent and the self-set, 
noncontingent condition.
Thus, regarding external attributions there was little support for 
the first three hypotheses concerning the manipulations. However,
Figure 4 indicates that there were greater luck attributions with 
assigned goals, as predicted in the third hypothesis, for subjects with 
noncontingent incentives.
In sum, there was little support for the first hypothesis and 
free-time was actually greater in the contingent rather tha£ the non­
contingent condition. The second hypothesis also received little sup­
port, as only internal attributions were significantly greater after 
success than after failure. The third hypothesis, however, was generally 
supported as acceptance, commitment and intrinsic motivation were sig­
nificantly greater for self-set goals than for assigned goals.
Hypothesis 4 . The fourth hypothesis stated that the low extrinsic 
incentive (noncontingent), self-set, success condition should yield the 
greatest intrinsic motivation, internal attributions, goal acceptance, 
and goal commitment while the high extrinsic incentive (contingent) 
assigned, failure condition should yield the lowest intrinsic motiva­
tion, internal attributions, goal acceptance, and commitment.
To analyze the fourth hypothesis, the noncontingent, self-set, 
success condition was compared to the other seven conditions averaged
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together, and the contingent, assigned, fail condition was compared to 
all of the other conditions averaged together. Thus, two analyses of 
variance were performed, one for each of these conditions for goal 
acceptance, goal commitment, intrinsic motivation, free time activity, 
and internal attributions.
Comparing the contingent, assigned, fail condition resulted in a 
significant main effect for goal commitment, £  (1, 78) =5.78, £  < .05. 
Subjects in the specific condition had less goal commitment (M = 5.72) 
than did subjects averaged across the other 7 conditions (M = 6.32).
Comparing the noncontingent, self-set, success condition resulted in 
a significant main effect only for intrinsic motivation, F (1, 78) =
4.35, £  < .05. Subjects in the specific condition showed greater 
intrinsic motivation (M = 5.88) than did subjects averaged across the 
other 7 conditions (M = 5.07). Next, Tukey tests were performed to 
determine if the hypothesized conditions differed significantly from all 
other conditions individually. The Tukey test did not show that the 
noncontingent, self-set, success condition was significantly greater than 
all other conditions for intrinsic motivation. Similarly, the contingent, 
assigned, fail condition was not significantly lower than all other 
conditions for goal commitment. These means are presented in Table 3.
These same comparisons were made for free time using two Kruskal- 
Wallis one-way analyses of variance. There were no significant dif­
ferences found for either the contingent, assigned, fail condition 
compared with the other seven together, or for the noncontingent, self­
set, success condition compared with the others. In sum, there was 
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Hypotheses 5 and 6 . The fifth hypothesis stated that expectancies 
would be greater after success than after failure and when goals are 
self-set rather than assigned. For the fifth hypothesis a two-way 
analysis of variance was performed to assess the independent variables’ 
effects on expectancy of achieving the goal, attaining the goal, and 
attaining the goal before the time limit had ended, on the pretask 
ratings. There were no significant main or interaction effects found 
for this analysis.
Posttask expectancy items had a low alpha so individual items were 
analyzed. The results of a three-way analysis of variance indicated a 
significant main effect for the expectancy of attaining the goal due to 
contexin, F^ (1, 72) = 5.23, £ <  .05. Subjects with the noncontingent 
incentive indicated a higher expectancy (M = 0.80) than did subjects 
with the contingent incentive (M = 0.68). There was also a main effect 
for expectancy of attaining the goal before the time limit had ended 
for goal setting, F^ (1, 72) = 3.98. Those with self-set goals indicated 
greater expectancy (M = 0.73) than did those with assigned goals 
(M = 0.62). Also, there was a trend indicated for performance, _F (1, 72) 
= 3.81, p < .10. Subjects who succeeded felt stronger expectancies 
(M =,0.73) than did those who failed (M = 0.62). Thus, only one of the 
three expectancy items was significantly affected by goal setting, 
as hypothesized.
The sixth hypothesis stated that the valence of intrinsic outcomes 
should be greater for self-set goals than for assigned goals. For the 
sixth hypothesis, a two-way analysis of variance was performed to 
assess valence ratings of intrinsic outcomes on pretask ratings. This
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analysis was performed on individual items as their scale alpha was low. 
The results indicated a significant main effect on the valence of 
meeting the challenge of the goal due to contexin, (1, 76) = 4.56, 
j) < .05. Those with the noncontingent incentive felt that meeting the 
challenge was more valent (M = 0.89) than did those with the contingent 
incentive (M = 0.77). Therefore, there was no support for the sixth 
hypothesis„
Internal Analysis of Correlations
The seventh hypothesis stated that external attributions and goal 
acceptance should increase as expectancy, instrumentality, and valence 
of extrinsic outcomes. To assess the seventh hypothesis Pearson Cor­
relation Coefficients were computed for goal expectancy, instrumentality, 
and valence of extrinsic outcomes. Pretask correlations are presented 
in Table 4. There was only one significant correlation found for pre­
task items. This was for goal acceptance (item 2) with instrumentality 
of leaving early for attaining the goal before the time limit.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients were computed for posttask external 
attributions with ratings of expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of 
extrinsic outcomes. These correlations are presented in Table 5. There 
were only three significant correlations found for external attributions. 
These correlations were among the expectancy of achieving the goal before 
the time limit with attributions to luck (item 30), the instrumentality 
of fulfilling one’s obligation as a subject by achieving the goal with 
attributions of difficulty (item 35) ^ and the valence of the additional 
extra-credit point with attributions to difficulty (item 29). Thus, the 




Pretask Correlations between Goal Acceptance Items 
with Expectancy, Instrumentality, and Valence of Extrinsic Outcomes a
Goal Acceptance
Items #'s Expectancy, Instrumentality or Valence Item 2 Item 8 Item 16
19, 2 1, 22 Expectancy of attaining or achieving 
the goal.
0.06 0.09 0.07
20 Instrumentality of obtaining the extra 
credit point for attaining the goal.
0 .13 0.01 0.01
23 Instrumentality of leaving early for 
attaining the goal before the time 
limit.
0.19* -0 .02 0.00
26 Instrumentality of fulfilling one's 
obligation as a subject for trying 
to attain the goal.
0.04 0.09 0.04
28 Valence of the additional extra­
credit point.
0.04 0.06 0.00
30 Valence of meeting the goal before 
the time limit ends.
0 .13 -0.06 0.02
31 Valence of fulfilling one's feeling/ 







Posttask Correlations between External Attributions
a
and Expectancy, Instrumentality, and Valence of Extrinsic Outcomes
Luck Attr. Difficulty Attr.
Item Expect., Instr., or Valence Item 30 Item 36 Item 29 Item 35
16 Expectancy of achieving the 
goal.
-'0,02 -0 .15 -0 .05 -0.08
18 Expectancy of achieving the goal 
before the time is up.
-0.24* -0.10 0.06 -0.09
19 Expectancy of attaining the 
goal.
-0.10 -0.13 0.07 0.02
17 Instrumentality of obtaining the 
extra point for obtaining the 
goal.
-0.05 -0.06 -0.18 -0 .15
20 Instrumentality of leaving early 
by meeting the goal early.
0.03 0.10 0.11 0 .02
23 Instrumentality of fulilling 
one’s obligation as a subject 
by meeting the goal.
-0.06 -0.15 -0.11 -0.22*
25 Valence of the additional extra 
credit point.
0.14 0.02 -0.23* -0.18
27 Valence of meeting the goal 
before the time limit ends.
0.11 -0 .03 -0.04 0.01
28 Valence of fulfilling one’s 
feeling of obligation as a 
subject.





The eighth hypothesis stated that goal acceptance, goal commitment, 
internal attributions, and intrinsic motivation will increase as 
expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of intrinsic outcomes increases. 
To assess the eighth hypothesis, acceptance, commitment, intrinsic 
motivation, and internal attributions were correlated with expectancy, 
instrumentality, and valence of intrinsic outcomes. These pretask cor­
relations are presented in Table 6. This table indicates that a con­
sistent relationship between goal commitment and intrinsic motivation 
with pretask expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of intrinsic 
outcomes exists.
Table 7 presents posttask correlations. An F-test was performed 
to determine if there was a significant difference between the linear 
and non-linear components of the free-time data. This test was not 
significant, so Pearson correlation coefficients were computed for 
free time, as well. Thus, Table 7 indicates that a significant rela­
tionship exists for intrinsic motivation, free time, and internal 
attributions with expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of intrinsic 
outcomes.
Tables 6 and 7 together indicate strong support for the eighth 
hypothesis. It is important to note that both the behavioral and the 
self-report measures of intrinsic motivation, as well as goal commit­
ment and internal attributions were significantly correlated with 
expectancy, instrumentality, and valence of intrinsic outcomes. Table 6 
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The manipulation checks all indicated that the manipulations were 
affective (p < .001). While some of the results were inconsistent or 
insignificant, the reason for this was not because of ineffective 
manipulations.
Deci's (1975) proposition that extrinsic sources of motivation will 
reduce intrinsic motivation by shifting one's locus of causality from 
internal to external was not supported. Results relevant to the first 
hypothesis, that goal acceptance and external attributions will be higher 
when extrinsic motivation is contingent rather than noncontingent, and 
that goal commitment, intrinsic motivation, and internal attributions 
will be lower when extrinsic motivation is contingent rather than non­
contingent, did not support it. There were no significant differences 
for contexin on pretask measures of goal acceptance, commitment, intrin­
sic motivation or challenge. Posttask measures of intrinsic motivation 
and causal attributions indicated that there was significantly greater 
external attributions of goal difficulty for subjects with noncontingent 
incentives. Furthermore, there was significantly more free time activity 
with the Soma puzzle spent by subjects with contingent extrinsic incen­
tives than with noncontingent rewards.
The goal setting by contexmo interaction for attributions of luck 
indicated that subjects with contingent incentives and assigned goals 
attributed their performance less to luck than in the other conditions.
It would seem from Figure 4 that subjects with noncontingent incentives 
did not perceive a difference in luck between assigned and self-set 
goals (i.e., luck attributions were uniformly high). However, when
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subjects were working to obtain an extra-credit point (contingently), 
it seems they perceived the experimenter as setting a goal which he 
expected the subject to achieve and since subjects probably believed 
that the experimenter knew more about the task than themselves, luck was 
not perceived as a factor.
A similar pattern is indicated in Figure 1 concerning pretask 
ratings for the challenge of the goal. Again, it may be that subjects 
perceived the experimenter as assigning a contingent goal at a reason­
able, attainable (i.e., less challenging) level.
These results suggest that subjects' locus of causality was not 
shifted externally by an external, contingent, motivating source (the 
extra-credit point), or if it was it did not lead to external attribu­
tions and it did not have the effects suggested by Deci (1975). It is 
not surprising that goal acceptance and goal commitment were unaffected 
considering that there were no effects on (self ratings of) intrinsic 
motivation or internal attributions. That is, one would expect changes 
in intrinsic motivation and internal attributions to affect goal accep­
tance and commitment.
One possible explanation for the lack of overall effect is that 
subjects may have felt that the extra-credit point was a source of 
intrinsic motivation rather than extrinsic, since achieving a certain 
grade may be important only to themselves. If this were the case, the 
intrinsically motivating aspect of the extra point may have weakened the 
effect of the contingency upon locus of causality even though the extra 
credit was contingent upon success. Cooper (1973) and Mossholder (1980) 
have suggested that goal setting (assigned) can increase levels of
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intrinsic motivation if the goal is self-motivating or if the task 
is boring.
The two-way interaction of contexin by goal setting for free time 
(Figure 2) indicated that there was no difference for contexin with 
assigned goals, but that subjects with noncontingent incentives and 
self-set goals spent less time with Soma than did subjects in the other 
three conditions. It was predicted that subjects with noncontingent and 
self-set goals would each have greater levels of free time (intrinsic 
motivation) than contingent and assigned goal conditions. However, it 
appears as though the less extrinsic motivation or control placed on 
subjects, the less free time they spent with the puzzle rather than vice 
versa. In other words, the more external control used the more free­
time spent with the Soma puzzle, by the subjects.
The three-way interaction for free-time (Figure 3) indicated a 
decrease in free time activity for subjects who succeeded in the non­
contingent, assigned condition and an increase for subjects who suc­
ceeded in the noncontingent, self-set condition, which brought them 
close to the level of the assigned goal, success, noncontingent group. 
The difference for contingent subjects was not large. Thus, it may be 
that subjects with noncontingent rewards who failed with assigned goals 
felt a desire to practice and improve for the second session.
The second hypothesis, that goal acceptance, goal commitment, 
internal attributions, and intrinsic motivation will be rated higher 
after success than after failure, received little support. While goal 
acceptance, goal commitment, and intrinsic motivation main effects were 
not significant, attributions to effort and ability were significantly
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greater for subjects who succeeded than for those who failed. These 
results are predicted by attribution theory. However, intrinsic 
motivation (free-time and self-report) should have been affected in a 
similar manner if cognitive evaluation theory were operating. That is, 
cognitive evaluation theory suggests that internal attributions should 
be associated with an internal locus of causality, which should lead to 
greater levels of intrinsic motivation, which was not found.
Again, it is not too surprising that acceptance and commitment were 
not affected because intrinsic motivation was not. However, internal 
causal attributions were affected in the predicted direction. One reason 
why the relationship expected between these attributions and goal accep­
tance and commitment was not realized may be because subjects were rating 
the goal acceptance and commitment which they felt before the task rather 
than after it. If performance outcome had little or no effect, then 
pretask and posttask ratings of these variables should have been approxi­
mately equal. In support of this explanation, t. tests were performed 
resulting in no significant differences between pre- and posttask goal 
acceptance, goal commitment, or intrinsic motivation. Also, the pre­
task ratings correlated with the posttask ratings rather highly for 
acceptance (r_ = 0.79), commitment (r_ = 0.75), and for intrinsic motiva­
tion (_r = 0. 76) .
The third hypothesis, that goal acceptance, goal commitment, 
internal attributions, and intrinsic motivation would be greater when 
goals were self-set rather than assigned, received stronger support. 
Pretask goal acceptance, commitment, and posttask intrinsic motivation 
were significantly greater for self-set goals. There was also a trend
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indicated (jd < .10) for pretask intrinsic motivation. This supports 
the idea that setting the goal oneself increases ego involvement (or 
some other similar construct) which facilitates goal acceptance and 
commitment. These results also support the idea that intrinsic motiva­
tion will increase when feelings of self-determination are increased 
(Deci, 1975). Thus, if Mitchell (1973) is correct in suggesting that 
the more control a person has over his own behavior (in setting a goal) 
the closer his behavior should match that goal, then having self-set or 
participatively set goals (if participation increases ego involvement 
and control, as well) should benefit performance.
Performance should not be affected, however, unless there is goal 
commitment beyond goal acceptance and there is a qualitatively or 
quantitatively measurable difference in performance susceptible to 
greater effort. That is, if a minimal level of effort does not result 
in 100% performance then greater effort may result in greater 
performance.
While self-report measures of intrinsic motivation were signifi­
cantly affected by goal setting, as was goal commitment, the free time 
activity and ratings of the task challenge were not. Since this behav­
ioral measure of intrinsic motivation was not affected the conclusion to 
be drawn from these results is uncertain. Persistence at the task beyond 
what is required would suggest that a degree of motivation beyond a 
minimal level of compliance or acceptance is present (i.e., goal com­
mitment) .
The relationship expected for goal acceptance and commitment as 
with the first two manipulations with internal attributions was not found
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as acceptance and commitment were affected by goal setting but internal 
attributions were not. This seems especially unlikely as there was also 
an effect on self-report intrinsic motivation.
Finally, most studies involving intrinsic motivation have not used 
goals and have not had explicit success or failure included in the task. 
Considering the significant effect performance had on ratings of the 
challenge of the task, it would appear as though challenge was rated as 
a function of task difficulty rather than on the basis of intrinsic 
motivation or feelings of self competency.
The fourth hypothesis was that on the posttask questionnaire the 
noncontingent extrinsic incentive, self-set, success condition should 
yield the greatest intrinsic motivation, internal attributions, goal 
acceptance, and goal commitment, while the contingent extrinsic incentive, 
assigned failure condition should yield the lowest intrinsic motivation, 
internal attributions, goal acceptance, and commitment. This was only 
weakly supported. The lack of support for the predicted interactions is 
not surprising considering the lack of overall support for the first 
three hypotheses relating to each independent variable. With the 
exception of free time activity and challenge of the goal, however, the 
means for each specified condition compared to the means for the other 
conditions averaged together were in the predicted directions, although 
not necessarily at a significant level (see Appendix D).
The reason for the lack of hypothesized effects is not particularly 
clear. However, it seems one reason may be that either the expected 
shift in locus of causality did not occur or that goal acceptance and 
commitment were not affected by the shift in locus of causality, while
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being affected by the manipulation (as in hypothesis #3). Free time 
spent with the Soma puzzle may have been affected by a desire to 
practice to help obtain the extra-credit point in the contingent motiva­
tion condition. Another reason why free time was either not different 
or significantly different in the wrong direction may have been the 
result of a ceiling effect. One half (40) of the subjects spent, the 
full eight minutes available with the puzzle. If an unlimited period 
of time were available to subjects, it may be that those who felt a 
strong sense of challenge, enjoyment, or interest (intrinsic motivation) 
in the task would have spent more time with the puzzle than someone 
being motivated to practice for the second session (to obtain an extra 
point). Thus, the seven out of eight significant correlations for measure 
of intrinsic instrumentality and valence with free-time and intrinsic 
motivation measures should be higher than these actually found (Table 7).
The fifth hypothesis, that expectancies would be greater for self­
set goals than for assigned goals and after success than after failure, 
was not supported. No main or interaction effects were significant for 
pretask items. Thus, Vroom’s (1964) suggestion that participation might 
increase expectancy of success was not supported. However, there was a 
trend in posttask items supporting the hypothesis that success would 
lead to greater ratings of expectancy for attaining the goal (in the 
future), as Weiner et al. (1971) suggested.
An explanation for this lack of effect could be that subjects felt
/
that the experimenter knew more about the task than they did and felt 
that the experimenter would not set an unreasonable goal. Therefore, 
the assigned group may have felt an equivalent level of expectancy but
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for a different reason from those with self-set goals. Also, if subjects 
were setting very challenging goals they would not necessarily feel a 
high level of expectancy of achieving the goal. Pretask ratings on the
challenge of the goal indicated that subjects with self-set goals rated
\
the goal as more challenging (M = 5.67) than did those with assigned
goals (M = 5.30), F (1, 76) = 3.66, £  < .10.
There was no support for the sixth hypothesis that the valence of
intrinsic outcomes would be greater for self-set goals than for assigned
goals, as there were no main or interaction effects for goal setting.
Thus, there was not support for Steers and Porter's (1974) suggestion 
that participation may increase ego involvement (intrinsic motivation) 
for the outcome of the goal and thereby increase the valence for goal 
attainment. The lack of effect is surprising as goal setting had an 
effect on goal commitment and intrinsic motivation and since goal com­
mitment and intrinsic motivation were correlated with the valence of 
intrinsic outcomes (see Table 7).
The lack of significant effects of the independent variables makes 
it difficult to draw firm conclusions from the present study. However, 
there were little data in the present study suggesting that goal acceptance 
should be viewed as a dichotomous variable (Yukl § Latham, 1978) reflect­
ing effort justification (accept versus reject) determined by extrinsic 
or intrinsic sources of motivation. A contingent extrinsic incentive 
had no effect on acceptance and there were no significant correlations 
between acceptance and VIEs of extrinsic outcomes. Furthermore, the 
distribution of scores on acceptance items were normally distributed 
rather than bimodally as one would expect if acceptance is truly a matter
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of acceptance versus rejection. However, acceptance was rated on a 
7-point scale and this may have caused the variable to look artificially 
continuous rather than dichotomous. This is not conclusive though, as 
there were probably few subjects who really rejected their goal, similar 
to findings in previous research.
The present study provides support for the use of VIEs of intrinsic 
outcomes for predicting goal commitment (and intrinsic motivation) but 
not for predicting goal acceptance. This makes intuitive sense, as the 
items relating to goal commitment reflected personal, intrinsic feelings 
such as personal determination and intentions of effort, as well as 
commitment. Acceptance items related to one’s willingness to work for 
the goal suggesting the idea of compliance.
The seventh hypothesis, that external attributions and goal 
acceptance would increase as expectancy, instrumentality, and valence 
of extrinsic outcomes increased was not supported. Only the instrumen­
tality of leaving early for attaining the goal before the time limit 
had ended correlated significantly with goal acceptance before the task. 
Furthermore, the only three significant correlations between external 
valences, instrumentalities, and expectancies (VIEs) and external 
attributions were in the opposite direction from the hypothesized 
relationships. Thus, the extrinsic sources of motivation measured were 
not correlated with external attributions or with goal acceptance. This 
suggests that^an extrinsic incentive did not shift locus of causality 
externally and was not an effective means for obtaining goal acceptance. 
These results do not support the first of two studies in Dachler and 
Mobely (1973) which found that goal acceptance was correlated with VIEs
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of extrinsic outcomes such as job performance and pay.
The eighth hypothesis, that acceptance, commitment, intrinsic 
motivation, and internal attributions should increase as VIEs of intrin­
sic outcomes increase, received fairly strong support. Goal commitment, 
and self-reported intrinsic motivation correlated significantly with at 
least one of the two expectancy, instrumentality, and valence items.
Also, challenge ratings and the free-time measure of intrinsic motivation 
correlated with instrumentality and valence. Only goal acceptance was 
not significantly correlated with VIEs of intrinsic outcomes. Finally, 
internal attributions of performance were generally correlated with the 
intrinsic VIEs, particularly with instrumentality and valence, in the 
predicted direction.
These results tend to agree with cognitive evaluation theory which 
predicts that internal attributions and intrinsic motivation will be 
associated as a result of an internal locus of causality. Since goal 
commitment and intrinsic motivation correlated significantly with the 
VIEs of intrinsic outcomes, this suggests that they were affected simi­
larly by an internal locus of causality, although there was no direct 
measure of this construct taken. However, subjects exhibited free-time, 
intrinsic motivation if they felt that the intrinsic outcomes were 
important and that attaining the goal was the means for achieving these 
outcomes. This apparently was the case whether or not they felt confident 
(high expectancy) of attaining the goal.
These results also support those of Mento et al. (1980) which 
demonstrated that expectancy and valence are related to goal acceptance. 
Mento et al. (1980), in the second of two studies reported, used a
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measure of valence which concerned both intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes 
together. Also,, their measure of goal' acceptance related to both 
acceptance and commitment as they were conceptualized in the present 
research, and therefore their results agree with the results found in 
this study. Further, these results agree with those presented in the 
first study by Mento et al. (1980) which found a significant correlation 
for acceptance with valence of intrinsic outcomes but not with extrinsic 
(monetary) outcomes. Similarly, if commitment is related to performance, 
then the results from this analysis agree with those of Matsui, Okada, 
and Mizuguchi (1981) who found that valence change was associated with 
performance change to a greater degree than was expectancy change.
Because goal commitment correlated positively with VIEs of intrinsic 
outcomes at a significant level and goal acceptance did not, there may 
be some suggestion for a distinction between subjects1 acceptance and 
commitment responses. However, with the generally insignificant results 
overall particularly for goal acceptance, this is rather tenuous, and 
the nature of the distinction is not clear. Both goal acceptance and 
goal commitment were unaffected by the contingent extrinsic incentive as 
tested in the first hypothesis, which predicted these measures to react 
in an opposite manner to a contingent extrinsic incentive.
Self-set goals were found to influence goal acceptance, commitment, 
and intrinsic motivation, suggesting a facilitating effect from ego 
involvement or self determination, as Deci (1975) would predict.
However, internal attributions and valence ratings were not affected. 
Also, when internal attributions were affected by performance in the 
predicted manner, acceptance, commitment, and intrinsic motivation were
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not. Finally, there were greater external attributions made with the 
noncontingent incentive. Thus, source of motivation and performance 
did not seem to affect locus of causality as Deci (1975) had predicted. 
Causal attributions, at least, were not affected in the manner one 
would expect if they actually reflect locus of causality.
While success did lead to more internal attributions as Weiner et al. 
(1971) found, there was no effect of performance outcome on external 
attributions. Also, intrinsic motivation and goal commitment did not 
covary significantly with internal attributions from the same manipu­
lations, as one would expect. It was anticipated that each manipulation 
would affect locus of causality which would be reflected in causal 
attributions and subsequent intrinsic motivation and goal commitment.
This logical chain of events did not occur in the data of this study.
In summary, goal acceptance, goal commitment and intrinsic motiva­
tion were affected in a similar manner. Goal acceptance was greater when 
goals were self-set, rather than assigned, and it had unexpectedly low 
correlations with VIEs of extrinsic outcomes. Similarly, there were 
only low correlations for VIEs of extrinsic outcomes with external 
attributions. Goal commitment was also greater for self-set than for 
assigned goals. Commitment did show a strong relationship to VIEs of 
intrinsic outcomes as predicted. Posttask intrinsic motivation ratings 
were greater for self-set goals than for assigned. Intrinsic motivation 
was also correlated significantly with VIEs of intrinsic outcomes, as 
were internal attributions.
The free-time measure of intrinsic motivation was greater with the 
contingent incentive than with the noncontingent incentive. There was
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a two-way interaction found concerning free time for goal setting by 
contexin which indicated that the self-set, noncontingent condition 
resulted in less free time with Soma than the other three conditions 
(p < .01). A significant three-way interaction indicated that the non­
contingent, self-set, failure condition resulted in significantly less 
free time than all other conditions except for the noncontingent, self­
set, success condition (see Figure 3). Finally, free time was also 
significantly correlated with instrumentalities and valences of intrin­
sic outcomes.
Challenge of the task was related to performance as subjects who 
failed felt it was more challenging than those who succeeded. An 
interaction effect for pretask challenge indicated that challenge was 
perceived as greater for self-set goals than assigned goals with the 
contingent incentive, but that there was no difference for goal setting 
with the noncontingent incentive.
A final possible explanation for why the free-time activity was 
not affected by contexin in the same direction as the other variables 
and why the more external control put on subjects spent more free time 
with the Soma with greater external control (see Figure 2) is that the 
extra credit was given to subjects after the free time period, while 
they were still anticipating the second session. Although subjects were
i
told the second session would not have a contingent point involved, 
they may have wanted to practice for the second session. Perhaps if the 
extra-credit (a signed card) were given to subjects before the free-time 
period, the results of the contingent extrinsic motivation for free time 
(and perhaps the other dependent measures) may have been reversed in
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line with the predictions and other published research.
It would be useful to replicate this study if one could be more 
sure of how important the extra-credit point was. Subjects' ratings of 
valence for the point was 0.84 out of a total of 1.0, but it may be 
that a different contingent reward may produce different results.
However, a study by Porac and Salancik (1981) would suggest that the 
extra credit point was of value. They found that when subjects were 
offered both money ($2.00) and extra-credit for participating in a 
boring task, they rated the money as being of less value to them than 
the extra credit. In addition, the credit point may have affected 
intrinsic sources of motivation associated with earning a desired grade, 
whereas a monetary contingency (for instance) may not. Porac and 
Salancik (1981) found that subjects who were given both money and extra 
credit subsequently did less extra work for pay than subjects who ini­
tially received only money. Porac and Salancik (1981) concluded that 
extrinsic rewards are nonadditive, but they may have really shown that 
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are nonadditive. Removing the intrinsic 
motivation (extra credit) resulted in less task persistence than when it 
was never presented.
Another problem in the present study is the eight-minute free time 
period. While there did not seem to be a problem with the task being 
intrinsically motivating, as 50% of the subjects spent the full free time 
period with the puzzle, it did tend to create a potential ceiling effect 




There is also a problem with the external validity of using a game 
or puzzle to represent a career or job situation. Due to the practical 
problems of manipulating employee pay this validity problem may be 
unavoidable. An alternative procedure, however,, is suggested by the 
O ’Reilly and Caldwell (1980) study. O ’Reilly and Caldwell (1980) sur­
veyed MBA graduates immediately after accepting jobs and again 6 months 
later. Their survey assessed the graduates' reasons for their job 
choices. This included intrinsic reasons such as intrinsic.interest of 
the job and potential for advancement, and extrinsic reasons such as 
family concerns and geographic location preference. They found both 
intrinsic and extrinsic factors to be positively related to subsequent 
job satisfaction and commitment.
Finally, it would be preferable to include a second session in which 
performance was not manipulated to see how the manipulations of this 
study would affect subsequent performance. As Daniel and Esser (1980) 
stated:
A measure of intrinsic motivation more appropriate for the 
purpose of predicting job performance would expressly relate 
enjoyment to performance rather than mere participation.
Further research on intrinsic motivation should involve 
measures of both performance and participation. (p. 572)
However, one should first understand the motivation behind a 
behavior if one is going to attempt to predict, improve or manipulate 
the behavior. It seems one means for relating intrinsic motivation to 
performance is through the use of goal setting. Of central importance 
to the present study, although not explicitly demonstrated, is the
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
70
distinction between goal acceptance and goal commitment. One reason 
for the difficulty of demonstrating these as being different constructs 
is that one can reasonably expect goal acceptance and goal commitment to 
be highly correlated. That is, there should be a perfect correlation 
between them under conditions of goal rejection and goal commitment; 
goal commitment implies goal acceptance. On the other hand, acceptance 
does not imply commitment. In other words, goal acceptance is necessary 
but not sufficient to insure goal commitment. Thus, to demonstrate a 
distinction between these two constructs it would be beneficial to devise 
a study which manipulates each of these variables and a task with a 
performance measure susceptible to differences in effort, particularly 
over time. Thus, despite the present results it still seems conceivable 
that a study which considered the effects of extrinsic and intrinsic 
rewards over an extended period of time might show that extrinsic rewards 
will produce effort justification (i.e., goal acceptance) and that 
intrinsic motivation will produce effort persistence (i.e., goal com­
mitment) . It also seems that these differences in attitude toward the 
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Please circle the number which best expresses how you feel about the ques­
tion. Take your time and. answere every question carefully.
1) To what extent do you feel challenged by the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
2) To what extent do you accept the goal?
1 2 3 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
3) How much effort do you plan to expend to attain the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Very Little A Great Deal
Effort of Effort
4) To what extent will you work toward meeting the goal because you want to?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
5) How commited are you to achieving the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
6) How confident are you that you will be able to achieve the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
Not at All Completely
Confident Confident
7) How hard do you plan to work to meet the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Very Hard
8) To what extent are you willing to give meeting the goal a try?
1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
9 ) To what extent do you feel this is enjoyable?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7




10) To what extnet are you determined to achieve the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 ?
Not at All Very
Determined Determined
11) To what extent do you feel this task is interesting?
1 2  3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Very
Interesting Interesting
12) To what extent do you feel you had more control, over setting the goal, 
than the experimenter had?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
13) How much ability do you think you have to successfully complete this 
task?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
No Ability A Great Deal
At All of Ability
14) To what extent do you feel you had control over setting the performance 
goal?
1 2 3 ** 5 6 7
No Control Complete Control
1 5) If you set the goal completely on your own, you would have set it at___
16) To what extent are you willing to work toward the goal you have now, 
as opposed to some other goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Willing Willing
17) To what extent do you feel personally determined to attain the goal 
to please yourself?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Determined Determined
18) How would you describe the match between the goal and your ability 
at this task?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Goal Much Goal Much
Too Low Too High
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
80
A probabili ty can be thought of as a number between 0 and 1. In the blank 
provided, use a decimal to rate the probability or likelihood that you feel 
there is of the following occuring.
19) What do you feel is the probability that you will achieve the goal if 
you try?
20) How likely do you think it is that the e3q>erimenter will give you an
additional extra-credit point specifically for attainin the goal?
21) How probable do you feel it is that you will be able to achieve the 
goal before the time is up (if you try)?_____
22) How likely do you think it is that you will attain the goal, if you 
try?_____
23) How likely do you think it is that the experimenter will allow you to
leave early, at the end of the experiment, if you meet the goal before
the time limit is over?
2k) If you attain the goal, what do you think the probability is that you 
will feel a sense of accomplishment?_____
25) If you attain the goal, what do you think the probability is that you
will feel you have met the challenge of the goal?_____
26) How likely do you think it is that if you try to attain the goal, you
will fulfill your obligation as a subject?_____
Using a decimal number, rate the following questions. Let a 0 stand for 
either no importance or no desirability, and let a 1 stand for either very 
important or very desirable.
2?) How important to you is the sense of accomplishment you will feel from
achieving the goal?_____
28) How desirable do you feel it is to earn an additional extra-credit 
point?_____
29) How desirable do you feel it is to meet the challenge of the goal?___
30) How important do you feel it is to meet the goal before the time limit
is over, because it will allow you to leave earlier?_____






Please estimate how much time it took you to meet the goal. minutes
Please circle the number which best expresses how you feel about each 
question. Take your time and answere every question carefully.
1) To what extent did you feel challenged by the goal?
1 2  3 k 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
2) To what extent did you accept the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3) How much effort did you plan to expend to attain the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Little A Great Deal
Effort of Effort
4) To what extent did you work toward meeting the goal because you wanted 
to?
1 2 3 k 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
5) How commited were you to achieving the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Commited Commited
6) How confident were you that you would be able to achieve the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Confident Confident
7) How hard did you plan to work to meet the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Very Hard
8) To what extent were you willing to give meeting the goal a try?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7




9) To what extent did you feel this task was enjoyable?
1 2  3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Very Enjoyable
10) To what extent were you determined to achieve the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Very
Determined Determined
11) To what extent did you feel this task was interesting?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Very
Interesting Interesting
12) How much ability do you think you have to successfully complete this 
task, now?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
No Ability A Great Beal
At All of Ability
13) To what extent were you willing to work toward the goal you had, as 
opposed to some other goal?
1 2  3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Willing Willing
14) To what extent did you feel personally determined to attain the goal 
to please yourself?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Determined Determined
15) How would you describe the match between the goal and your ability at 
this task, now?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Goal Much Goal Much
Too Low Too High
A) To what extent do you feel you succeeded at the task?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
B) To what extent do you feel you achieved the goal?
1
Not at All
2 3 5 6 7
Completely
A probability can be thought of as a number between 0 and 1. In the blank 
provided, use a decimal number to rate the probability or likelihood that 
you feel there is of the following occuring.
16) What did you feel was the probability that you would achieve the goal 
if you tried?____
17) How likely did you think it was that the experimenter will give you 
an additional extra-credit point specifically for attaining the
18) How probab&ble did you feel it was that you would be able to achieve
the goal before the time was up, if you tried?_____
19) How likely did you think it was that you would attain the goal, if
you tried?_____
20) How likely did you think'it was that the experimenter would allow you
to leave early, at the end of the experiment, if you met the goal before
the time limit was over?_____
21) What did you think the probability was that you would feel a sense of
accomplishment from attaining the goal?_____
22) How likely did you think it was that you would feel you met the chal­
lenge of the goal, from attaining the goal?_____
23) How likely did you think it was that if you tried to attain the goal, 
you would fulfill your obligation as a subject?_____
Using a decimal # rate the following questions. Let 1 stand for either no
importance or no desirability, and let a 1 stand for either very important
or very desirable,
2k) How important to you was the sense of accomplishment you would feel
from achieving the goal?_____
2 5) How desirable did you feel an additional extra-credit point was to 
earn?_____
26) How desirable did you feel meeting the challenge of the goal was?
27) HOw important did you feel it was to meet the goal before the time 
limit was over, because it would allow you to leave earlier?_____





Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you agree or dis­
agree with the following statements,
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Strongly Moderately Slightly Undecided Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agx*ee
 29) I feel that my performance was determined by the difficulty of the
goal,
30) I feel that luck or chance determined how will I performed on the 
task.
 3i) My performance on this task reflects the amount of effort I put
into doing well on the task,
 32) My performance was determined by the amount of ability I have at
doing this type of task.
Below are four lists of adjective pairs. Please circle the number which 
best represents your feelings toward the question. Please answer all four.



























Below are a list of adjective pairs. Please circle the appropriate number 
for your rating of the task.
37) 1
Hard


















Please estimate how much more time you would have needed to meet the goal. 
 minuteso
Please circle the number which best expresses how you feel about each ques­
tion. Take your time and answer every question carefully.
1) To what extent did you feel challenged by the goal?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
2) To what extent did you accept the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
3) How much effort did you plan to expend to attain the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Very Little A Great Deal
Effort of Effort
4) To what extnet did you work toward meeting the goal because you wanted 
to?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
5) How commited were you to achieving the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7 '
Not at All Completely
Commited Commited
6) How confident were you that you would be able to achieve the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5  6 7
Not at All Completely
7) How hard did you plan to work to meet the goal?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Very Hard
8) To what extent were you willing to give meeting the goal a try?
1 2  3 ^ 5 6 7
Not at All Completely
9) To what extent did you feel this task was enjoyable?
1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7




Intrinsic Motivation, Goal Acceptance, Goal Commitment 
and Internal Attributions for each specified condition (Hypothes s 4) 
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23 Instr. of leaving early 
for achieving the goal 









20 Instr. of receiving the 










26 Instr. of fulfilling your 0.75 
obligation as a subject (0.28) 





















25 Instr. of meeting the 









28 Valence of the extra­






























Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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31 Valence of fulfilling 










27 Valence of the sense of 0.79 








29 Valence of meeting the 
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Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 325.39 k.12
Goal Setting 1 99.01 99.01 3^.12*




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 291.49 3.69
Goal Setting 1 59.51 59.51 20.01*




Analysis of Variance Summary for Contingent 










Total 79 13.^0 0.17
Contexin 1 7.93 7.93 113.03*




Analysis of Variance Summary for Contingent 










Total 79 56.41 0.71
Contexin 1 11.67 11.67 20.34*















Total 79 370.20 4.69
Performance 1 2-31.20 231.20 129.74*




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 110.39 1.40
Contexin 1 9.H 0.11 0.09
Goal Setting 1 9.11 9.11 6 .85*
Gont X Goal Set 1 0.11 0.11 0.09




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 31.80 0.40
Contexin 1 0 .0 5 0 .0 5 0.13
Goal Setting 1 3.20 3.20 8 .53*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0*05 0.05




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 122.69 1.55
Contexin 1 0.01 0.01 0.01
Goal Setting 1 19.01 19.01 13-95*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.11 0.11 0.08















Total 79 37.89 0.48
Contexin 1 0 .13 0 .13 0.30
Goal Setting 1 5.25 5.25 12.63*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0 .90 0.90 2.17















Total 79 119.77 1.52
Contexin 1 3.83 3 .83 2 .6 5
Goal Setting 1 5.25 5.25 3.63
Cont X Goal Set 1 0 .70 0 .70 0.49




Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 65 .99 0.84
Contexin 1 0.31 0.31 0.41
Goal Setting 1 2.81 2.81 3.66
Cont X Goal Set 1 **.51 4.51 5.88*




Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 7.68 0.10
Contexin 1 0.07 0.07 0.73
Goal Setting 1 0.07 0.07 0.66
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.02 0.02 0.24
Residual 78 7.52 0.10
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
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Total 79 2.24 0.03
Contexin 1 0 .00 0.00 0.02
Goal Setting 1 0.08 0.08 2.76
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.04 0.04 1 .38
Residual 1 2 .13 0.03
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
106
Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 5.53 0.07
Contexin 1 0.31 0.31 0.04
Goal Setting 1 0.00 0.00 0.83
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.00 0.00 0.83
Residual 76 5.21 0.07 /
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
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Total 79 58.15 0.74
Contexin 1- 3.61 3o6l 5.97*
Goal Setting 1 8 .6? 8.67 14.32*'
Performance 1 0 .00 0.00 0.96
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.04 0.04 0.81
Cont X Perform 1 0.31 0.31 0 .52
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.24 0.24 0.39
Cont X GS X Perf 1.70 1.70 2.81
















Total 79 k6.?8 0.59
Contexin 1 1.85 1.85 3.50
Goal Setting 1 6.33 6.33 11.97*
Performance 1 0.10 0.10 0.19
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cont X Perform 1 0.02 0.02 0.03
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.43 0.43 0.81
Cont X GS Perf 1 0.00 0.00 0.01















Total 79 107.85 1.37
Contexin 1 1.51 1.51 1.25
Gaol Setting 1 7.81 7.81 6.45*
Performance 1 2.28 2.28 1.88
Cont X Goal Set 1 4.28 4.28 3-53
Cont X Perform 1 0.45 0.45 0.37
Goal Set X Perform 1 1.25 1.25 1 .03
Cont X GS X Perf 1 3.00 3.00 2.48




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 90.85 1.15
Contexin 1 1.38 1.38 1.56
Goal Setting 1 0.90 0.90 1 .02
Performance 1 23.11 2 3.ll 26.19
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.08 0.08 0.09
Cont X Perform 1 0 .20 0.20 0.22
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.61 0.61 0,69
Cont X GS X Perf 1 1.01 1.01 1.15




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 265.95 3.37
Contexin 1 24.20 24.20 7.57*
Goal Setting 1 0.20 0.20 0.06
Performance 1 2.45 2.45 O.38
Cont X Goal Set 1 0 .05 0 .05 0.02
Cont X Perform 1 0.20 0.20 0.06
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.20 0.20 0.06
Cont X GS X Perf 1 8.45 8.45 2.64




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 193.80 2.45
Contexin 1 16 .20 16.20 7.74*
Goal Setting 1 3.20 3.20 1.53
Performance 1 20.00 20.00 9.55*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.20 0 .20 0.?2
Cont X Perform 1 1.80 1.80 0.86
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.80 0.80 0.38
Cont X GS X Perform 1 0.80 0.80 O .38




■Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total. 79 258.99 3.28
Contexin 1 0.01 0.01 0.00
Goal Setting 1 0.31 0.31 0.09
Performance 1 0.01 0.01% 0.00
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.61 0.61 0.17
Cont X Perform 0.11 0.11 0.03
Goal Set X Perform 1 1.01 1.01 0.28
Cont X GS X Perf 1 0.01 0.01 0.00
Residual 72 256.90 3.57
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
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Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 106.89 1.35
Contexin 1 4.51 4.51 3.59
Goal Setting 1 1.01 1.01 0.37
Performance 1 0.61 0.61 0.49
Cont X Goal Set 1 6.6l 6.6l 5.26-
Cont X Perform 1 1.51 1.51 1.20
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.61 0.61 0.49
Cont X GS X Perf 1 1.51 1.51 1.20




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 241.00 3.05
Contexin 1 0.45 0.45 0.16
Goal Setting 1 0.45 0.45 0.16
Performance 1 28.80 28.80 10.47*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cont X Perform 1 4.05 4.05 1.47
Goal Set X Perform 1 6 .0 5 6 .0 5 2.20
Cont X GS X Perf 1 3.20 3.20 1.16




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 80.89 1 .02
Contexrin 1 O.ii 0.11 0.74
Goal Setting 1 2.11 2.11 2.04
Performance 1 2.81 2.81 2.72
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.01 0.01 0.01
Cont X Perform 1 0.31 0.31 0.30
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.01 0.01 0.01
Cont X GS X Perf 1 1.01 1.01 0.98
Residual 72 7^.50 1.04
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
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Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 170.39 2.16
Contextn 1 9.11 9.11 4.35*
Goal Setting 1 1.51 1.51 0.72
Performance 1 3 .60 3.60 1.73
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.61 0.61 0.29
Cont X Perform 1 0.31 0.31 0 .1 5
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.01 0.01 0 .00
Cont X GS X Perf 1 4.51 4.51 2.16




Analysis of Variance Summary for










Total 79 142.20 1.80
Contextn 1 0.45 0.45 0.26
Goal Setting 1 1.25 1.25 0.73
Performance 1 16.20 16.20 9.51*
Cont X Goal Set 1 0.00 0 .00 0.00
Cont X Perform 1 0.45 0.45 0.26
Goal Set X Perform 1 0.45 0.45 0.26
Cont X GS X Perf 1 0.80 0.80 0.47




Analysis of Variance Summary for Goal Acceptance by 











Between Groups 1 1.57 1.57 2.17
Within Groups 78 56.58 0.73
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
120 v
Analysis of Variance Summary for Goal Commitment by 











Between Groups 1 3.23 3.23 5.78*
Within Groups 78 43.55 O .56
*P < • 05
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
121
Analysis of Variance Summary for Intrinsic Motivation by 











Between Groups 1 0.24 0.24 0.17
Within Groups 78 107.61 1.38
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
122
Analysis of Variance Summary for Challenge of the Goal by the 











Between Groups i 0 .38 0 .32
Within Groups 78 90.47 1.16
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
123
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Ability (item 33) by 











Between Groups i 0.71 0.71 0.39
Within Groups 78 141.49 1.81
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
124
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Ability (item 32) by 











Between Groups 1 3.00 3.00 1.40




Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Effort (item 3*0 "by 











Between Groups 1 0.22 0.22 0.21
Within Groups 78 80.67 1.03
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
126 -
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Effort (item 31) *>y 











Between Groups 1 8.26 2.77
Within Groups 78 232.74
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
127
Analysis of Variance Summary for Goatl Acceptance by











Between Groups 1 2.11 2.11 2.93
Within Groups 78 56.05 0.72
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
• 128
Analysis of Variance Summary for Goal Commitment by 











Between Groups 1 2.00 2.00 3*4-9
Within Groups 78 44.77 0.5?
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
129
Analysis of Variance Summary for Intrinsic Motivation by 











Between Groups 1 5*70 5.70 '♦os*




Analysis of Variance Sianmary for Challenge of the Goal by the 











Between Groups 1 0,43 0,43 0.37
Within Groups 78 90.42 1.16
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
131
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Ability (item 32) by 











Between Groups 1 2.72 2.72 1.26
Within Groups 78 167.67 2 .15
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
132
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Ability (item 33) t>y 











Between Groups 1 3.46 3.46 1.94
Within Groups 78 138.74 1.78
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
153
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Effort (item 34) by 











Between Groups 1 0.79 0.79 0.77
Within Groups 78 80.10 1.03
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
1.34
Analysis of Variance Summary for Attributions of Effort (item 31) by











Between Groups 1 6 .4 3 6.43 2.14
Within Groups 78 234.57 3.01
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
135
Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 l2*.57 2.08 3.44*




Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 8.73 1 .25 2.36<




Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 20.58 2.9^ 2.43*




Analysis of Variance Summary for 










Total 79 9 0 .85
Between Groups 7 27.30 3.90 4.^2*




Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 19.60 2.80 1.64
Within Groups 72 122.60 1.70
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
,140
Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 19.69 2.81 1.3^
Within Groups 72 150.70 2.09
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
141
Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 6.39 0.91 0.88
Within Groups 72 7*K5 0 1 .03
Goal Acceptance/Commitment
142
Analysis of Variance Summary for 











Between Groups 7 43.00 6.14 2 .23*
Within Groups 72 198.00 2.75
*p < • 05
